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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant has amended claims 1 , 6, 7, and added claims 20-28 in the 
amendment filed on 5/15/2006. 

Claims 1-2, 6-14, 20-28 are pending in this Office Action. 

Double Patenting 

2. Claim 20 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial 
duplicate of claims 1 and 2. When two claims in an application are duplicates or 
else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight 
difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as 
being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying 
out his invention. 

4. Claims 1 , 20 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The 
claimed limitation "a first interface for sparably and directly connecting, without 
via a network, said search device and said command execution device, wherein 
upon said other search device and said command execution device" in 
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claims 1, lines 9-13, claim 20, lines 8-10, lines 19-21, claim 28, lines 9-13, was 
not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

The dependent claims are rejected under the same rational. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

6. Claims 1 , 9, 10 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Vora et al (or hereinafter "Vora") (US 5819273). 

As to claim 1 , Vora teaches a database system (fig. 1, col. 6, lines 37-43) 
comprising: 

"a database in which data has been stored accessibly" as the mass 
memory device 17 of the server computer system 9 stores text documents, which 
may include other information such as graphics. These text documents are 
searched and retrieved by users of computer system 33. The mass memory is 
represented as a database (fig. 1 , col. 6, lines 37-43); 
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"a search device for accessing the database in accordance with an applied 
search command and searching data that has been stored in said database" as 
processor 10 of the server 9 receives a search request from the processor 37 of 
the computer system 33 to search documents stored in mass memory 17 by 
using a search and indexing engine 207. The search and indexing engine 207 is 
represented as a search device. The search request is presented as a search 
command (fig. 1, col. 6, lines 48-55); 

"a command execution device, to which a command is entered, for 
applying a search command to said search device in accordance with this 
entered command" as the computer system 33 allows a user to define a search 
request by typing into a keyboard keywords. The search request is performed by 
typically selecting an option representing a start search command, which is 
displayed on the display device 47. At this point, the processor 37 of computer 
system 33 sends this search request over the network through network interface 
35 and network interface 25 to processor 10 of server 9. The above information 
shows that the processor 10 of server 9 executes the search request by sending 
the search request to processor 10 in accordance with selected start search 
command. Thus, the processor 10 is presented as a command execution 
device. A start search command is represented as an entered command (fig. 1 , 
col. 6, lines 40-55); 

"a first interface for separably connecting, without via a network, said 
search device and said command execution device" as interface 31 is connected 
to processor 10 and search engine 207 that is stored in memory 1 1 without via a 
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network (fig. 1). 

"wherein said search device ....said command execution device" as (col. 
6, lines 55-67). 

As to claim 9, Vora teaches the claimed limitation "a command receiving 
device for receiving the entered command from a client" as (col. 6, lines 55-67). 

As to claim 10, Vora teaches the claimed limitation "a command resending 
device for transmitting the entered command to another database server" as (col. 
6, lines 55-67). 

Claim 28 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vora et al (or hereinafter "Vora") (US 5819273) in view of Sanada et al (or 



hereinafter "Sanada") (US 6484245). 
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As to claim 2, Vora further teaches "a storage device for storing data 
readably" as information storage devices coupled to server 63 for storing data. 
This data is searched and retrieved through by searching software on server 63 
(col. 6, lines 58-59). 

Vora does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "a storage controller 
for accessing said storage device and reading data that has been stored in said 
storage device or writing data to said storage device in accordance with an 
applied read/write command; and a second interface for separably connecting 
said storage controller and said command execution device; said command 
execution device applying a read/write command to said storage controller in 
accordance with the entered command". 

Sanada teaches the above claimed limitations: 

"a storage controller for accessing said storage device and reading data 
that has been stored in said storage device or writing data to said storage device 
in accordance with an applied read/write command" as the storage controller 40 
controls accessing to the disk array for reading data from there upon receipt of 
read command information from host computer 10 (fig. 1, col. 5, lines 9-10; col. 
6, lines 1-8); 

"and a second interface for separably connecting said storage controller 
and said command execution device" as Fibber Channel Fabric as an interface 
for separably connecting the storage controller and the host computer 10. 
Because the host computer 10 generates an access request and then executes 
the access request by sending access request to the microprocessor of the 
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storage controller; thus, the host computer is represented as command execution 
device (fig. 1, col. 5, lines 35-37; col. 6, lines 1-3); 

" said command execution device applying a read/write command to said 
storage controller in accordance with the entered command" as the host 
computer can applies a read command or write command to microprocessor of 
the storage controller. The above information implies that the host computer has 
included a command to can send a read or a write command to the 
microprocessor of the storage controller. This command is represented as the 
entered command (col. 5, lines 45-55; col. 6, lines 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Sanada's teaching of using storage 
controller to control subsystem 50 for reading data, Fibber Channel Fabric for 
connecting the storage controller and the host computer 10, and applying a read 
command from the host computer 10 to the storage controller to Vora's system in 
order to improve the integrity of Vora's system by allowing a user to access a 
storage device for reading or writing stored data in the storage device and further 
eliminating unauthorized access attempts from the host computers to the storage 
control device. 



2. 



Claim 20 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claims 1 and 
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As to claim 23, Vora teaches the claimed limitation "a command receiving 
device for receiving the entered command from a client" as (fig. 4). 

As to claim 24, Vora teaches the user search request is transferred to 
another database server (col. 6, lines 55-67). 

8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vora in view of Cecchini. 

As to claim 7, Vora and Cecchini teaches the claimed limitation in claim 1 , 
Cecchini further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said search device 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of said second 
search device". Cecchini teaches the search engine 1 employs a search 
technique different than a search technique of the search engine 2 (col. 5, lines 
1-35). It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Cecchini's teaching of the search engine 1 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of the search 
engine 2 to Vora's system in order to provide a new pathway to enhance the 
unsuccessful stem search. 

9. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora in 
view of Collby (US 6480836). 

As to claim 8, Vora discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 
1 , except the claimed limitation "a relational database management system 
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containing attribute information corresponding to said data, wherein said 
relational data management system is searchable by said search device". Collby 
teaches a relational database contains attributes corresponding to search 
request and relational database is searchable by a search engine (abstract, col. 

I , lines 25-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Collby's teaching of a relational database 
contains attributes corresponding to search request and relational database is 
searchable by a search engine to Vora's system in order to search/retrieve a 
particular field of a record in a relational database. 

I I . Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vora in view of Sanada et al (or hereinafter "Sanada") (US 6484245) and 
further in view of Dekoning (US 6671776). 

As to claim 11, Vora and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 2, except the claimed limitation "wherein said storage controller 
is replaceable by a second controller upon separation from said command 
execution device". DeKoning teaches each RAID controller in the data storage 
system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers or other low end RAID 
controllers (col. 4, lines 17-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
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or other low end RAID controllers to Vora's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

As to claim 12, Vora and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 11, except the claimed limitation "wherein said second storage 
controller is different than said storage controller". DeKoning teaches each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers (col. 4, lines 17-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers to Vora's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

12. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vora in view of Sanada et al (or hereinafter "Sanada") (US 6484245) and 
Lee et al (or hereinafter "6061696). 

As to claim 13, Vora and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 2, except the claimed limitation "an expression-format converter 
for generating data having a desired expression format when it is determined 
that data having the desired expression format is not stored in the database". 
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Lee teaches the converted format of the object can be stored as a local file 
apart from the file containing the native format version which is maintained in an 
original file in the same or different directory. The above information shows that 
the system has determined that the data having the desired format is not stored 
in the database; thus, the system converts the format of file or object and store 
the converted format of file into the same or different directory (col. 3, lines 1-5). 

> 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Lee's teaching of the converted format of 
the object can be stored as a local file apart from the file containing the native 
format version which is maintained in an original file in the same or different 
directory to Vora and Sanada in order to allow a user to view a data in her own 
system and further to store data following database format. 

As to claim 14, Vora, Sanada and Lee disclose the claimed limitation 
subject in claim 13, Vora further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said 
expression-format converter is separably connected to said command execution 
device by said second device" as (fig. 9, col. 8, lines 5-20). 

8. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
vora in view of Sanada and Cecchini. 

As to claim 21 , Vora and Cecchini teaches the claimed limitation in claim 
20, Cecchini further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said search device 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of said second 
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search device". Cecchini teaches the search engine 1 employs a search 
technique different than a search technique of the search engine 2 (col. 5, lines 
1-35). It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Cecchini's teaching of the search engine 1 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of the search 
engine 2 to Vora's system in order to provide a new pathway to enhance the 
unsuccessful stem search. 

9. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vora 
in view of Sanada and Collby (US 6480836). 

As to claim 22, Vora discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 20, except the claimed limitation "a relational database management 
system containing attribute information corresponding to said data, wherein said 
relational data management system is searchable by said search device". Collby 
teaches a relational database contains attributes corresponding to search 
request and relational database is searchable by a search engine (abstract, col. 
1 , lines 25-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Collby's teaching of a relational database 
contains attributes corresponding to search request and relational database is 
searchable by a search engine to Vora 's system in order to search/retrieve a 
particular field of a record in a relational database. 
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1 1 . Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vora in view of Sanada et al (or hereinafter "Sanada") (US 
6484245) and further in view of Dekoning (US 6671776). 

As to claim 25, Vora and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 20, except the claimed limitation "wherein said storage controller 
is replaceable by a second controller upon separation from said command 
execution device". DeKoning teaches each RAID controller in the data storage 
system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers or other low end RAID 
controllers (col. 4, lines 17-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers to Vora 's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

As to claim 26, Vora and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 20, except the claimed limitation "wherein said second storage 
controller is different than said storage controller". DeKoning teaches each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers (col. 4, lines 17--20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
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controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers to Vora 's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

5. Claims 1,9-10 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hanes et al (or hereinafter "Hanes") (US 6466952) in view of 
Vora. 

As to claim 1 , Hanes teaches a database system (fig. 1 ) comprising: 
"a database in which data has been stored accessibly" as the local hard 
drive 10 14 in which files has been stored accessibly (fig. 1, col. 7, lines 35-50); 

"a search device for accessing the database in accordance with an 
applied search command and searching data that has been stored in said 
database" as search function 36 obtains 51 a search request comprising a set of 
search fields can include text, portions of bitmaps, audio format information. 
Search function 36 then searches the local hard drive 10, for keys that contain 
the search fields. The search function 36 is stored in program memory 6. The 
program memory 6 of the search function 36 is represented as a search device 
(fig. 1, col. 7, lines 37-50; col. 5, lines 40-45); 

"a command execution device, to which a command is entered, for 
applying a search command to said search device in accordance with this 
entered command" as a processor executes the search request to search 
function 36 in accordance with search icon or search command. The search 
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function 36 is represented as a search device (figs. 1&4, col. 8, lines 36-42; col. 
7, lines 37-50); 

"a first interface for separably connecting, without via a network, said 
search device and said command execution device" as interface 5 for separably 
connecting, without via a network, the processor 4 and the search function 36 

(fig- 1)- 

Hanes does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein said search 
device is replaceable by another search device upon separation of said search 
device from said first interface, wherein upon replacement of said search device 
by said other search device, said first interface separably and directly connects, 
without via a network, said other search device and said command execution 
device". 

Vora teaches search device 63 is replaceable by search device 9 (col. 6, 
lines 55-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of search device 63 
is replaceable by search device 9 to Hanes's system in order to order to 
search/retrieve data in different server accurately and further improve content 
management for search in glretrieving data over data network without traffic. 

As to claim 9, Hanes teaches the claimed limitation "a command receiving 
device for receiving the entered command from a client" as (fig. 4). 
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As to claim 10, Hanes does not explicitly "a command resending device 
for transmitting the entered command to another database server". Vora teaches 
the user search request is transferred to another database server (col. 6, lines 
55-67). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of teaches the user search 
request is transferred to another database server to Hanes's system in order to 
allow a user to be able to search remote databases on a network system and 
further provide the most relevance result to a user based on user's request. 

Claim 28 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 1 . 

7. Claims 2, 20, 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hanes in view of Vora and Sanada et al (or hereinafter 
"Sanada") (US 6484245). 

As to claim 2, Hanes further teaches "a storage device for storing data 
readably" as information storage devices coupled to server 63 for storing data. 
This data is searched and retrieved through by searching software on server 63 
(col. 6, lines 58-59). 

Hanes does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "a storage controller 
for accessing said storage device and reading data that has been stored in said 
storage device or writing data to said storage device in accordance with an 
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applied read/write command; and a second interface for separably connecting 
said storage controller and said command execution device; said command 
execution device applying a read/write command to said storage controller in 
accordance with the entered command". 

Sanada teaches the above claimed limitations: 

"a storage controller for accessing said storage device and reading data 
that has been stored in said storage device or writing data to said storage device 
in accordance with an applied read/write command" as the storage controller 40 
controls accessing to the disk array for reading data from there upon receipt of 
read command information from host computer 10 (fig. 1, col. 5, lines 9-10; col. 
6, lines 1-8); 

"and a second interface for separably connecting said storage controller 
and said command execution device" as Fibber Channel Fabric as an interface 
for separably connecting the storage controller and the host computer 10. 
Because the host computer 10 generates an access request and then executes 
the access request by sending access request to the microprocessor of the 
storage controller; thus, the host computer is represented as command execution 
device (fig. 1, col. 5, lines 35-37; col. 6, lines 1-3); 

" said command execution device applying a read/write command to said 
storage controller in accordance with the entered command" as the host 
computer can applies a read command or write command to microprocessor of 
the storage controller. The above information implies that the host computer has 
included a command to can send a read or a write command to the 
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microprocessor of the storage controller. This command is represented as the 
entered command (col. 5, lines 45-55; col. 6, lines 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Sanada's teaching of using storage 
controller to control subsystem 50 for reading data, Fibber Channel Fabric for 
connecting the storage controller and the host computer 10, and applying a read 
command from the host computer 10 to the storage controller to Hanes's system 
in order to improve the integrity of Hanes's system by allowing a user to access a 
storage device for reading or writing stored data in the storage device and further 
eliminating unauthorized access attempts from the host computers to the storage 
control device. 

Claim 20 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claims 1 and 

2. 

As to claim 23, Hanes teaches the claimed limitation "a command 
receiving device for receiving the entered command from a client" as (fig. 4). 

As to claim 24, Hanes does not explicitly "a command resending device 
for transmitting the entered command to another database server". Vora teaches 
the user search request is transferred to another database server (col. 6, lines 
55-67). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Vora's teaching of teaches the user search 
request is transferred to another database server to Hanes's system in order to 
allow a user to be able to search remote databases on a network system and 
further provide the most relevance result to a user based on user's request. 

8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hanes in view of Vora and further in view of Cecchini. 

As to claim 7, Hanes and Cecchini teaches the claimed limitation in claim 
1 , Cecchini further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said search device 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of said second 
search device". Cecchini teaches the search engine 1 employs a search 
technique different than a search technique of the search engine 2 (col. 5, lines 
1-35). It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Cecchini's teaching of the search engine 1 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of the search 
engine 2 to Hanes's system in order to provide a new pathway to enhance the 
unsuccessful stem search. 

9. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hanes 
in view of Vora and further in view of Collby (US 6480836). 

As to claim 8, Hanes discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 1, except the claimed limitation "a relational database management system 
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containing attribute information corresponding to said data, wherein said 
relational data management system is searchable by said search device". Collby 
teaches a relational database contains attributes corresponding to search 
request and relational database is searchable by a search engine (abstract, col. 

I, lines 25-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Collby's teaching of a relational database 
contains attributes corresponding to search request and relational database is 
searchable by a search engine to Hanes's system in order to search/retrieve a 
particular field of a record in a relational database. 

I I . Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hanes in view of Vora and further in view of Sanada et al (or hereinafter 
"Sanada") (US 6484245) and further in view of Dekoning (US 6671776). 

As to claim 11, Hanes and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 2, except the claimed limitation "wherein said storage controller 
is replaceable by a second controller upon separation from said command 
execution device". DeKoning teaches each RAID controller in the data storage 
system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers or other low end RAID 
controllers (col. 4, lines 17-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
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or other low end RAID controllers to Hanes's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

As to claim 12, Hanes and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 11, except the claimed limitation "wherein said second storage 
controller is different than said storage controller". DeKoning teaches each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers (col. 4, lines 17-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers to Hanes's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

12. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hanes in view of Vora and further in view of Sanada et al (or hereinafter 
"Sanada") (US 6484245) and Lee et al (or hereinafter "6061696). 

As to claim 13, Hanes and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 2, except the claimed limitation "an expression-format converter 
for generating data having a desired expression format when it is determined 
that data having the desired expression format is not stored in the database". 
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Lee teaches the converted format of the object can be stored as a local file 
apart from the file containing the native format version which is maintained in an 
original file in the same or different directory. The above information shows that 
the system has determined that the data having the desired format is not stored 
in the database; thus, the system converts the format of file or object and store 
the converted format of file into the same or different directory (col. 3, lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Lee's teaching of the converted format of 
the object can be stored as a local file apart from the file containing the native 
format version which is maintained in an original file in the same or different 
directory to Hanes and Sanada in order to allow a user to view a data in her own 
system and further to store data following database format. 

As to claim 14, Hanes, Sanada and Lee disclose the claimed limitation 
subject in claim 13, Hanes further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said 
expression-format converter is separably connected to said command execution 
device by said second device" as (fig. 9, col. 8, lines 5-20). 

8. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hanes in view of Vora and further in view of Sanada and Cecchini. 

As to claim 21, Hanes and Cecchini teaches the claimed limitation in claim 
20, Cecchini further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein said search device 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of said second 
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search device". Cecchini teaches the search engine 1 employs a search 
technique different than a search technique of the search engine 2 (col. 5, lines 
1 -35). It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Cecchini's teaching of the search engine 1 
employs a search technique different than a search technique of the search 
engine 2 to Hanes's system in order to provide a new pathway to enhance the 
unsuccessful stem search. 

9. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hanes in view of Vora and further in view of Sanada and Collby (US 6480836). 

As to claim 22, Hanes discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 20, except the claimed limitation "a relational database management 
system containing attribute information corresponding to said data, wherein said 
relational data management system is searchable by said search device". Collby 
teaches a relational database contains attributes corresponding to search 
request and relational database is searchable by a search engine (abstract, col. 
1 , lines 25-45). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to apply Collby's teaching of a relational database 
contains attributes corresponding to search request and relational database is 
searchable by a search engine to Hanes's system in order to search/retrieve a 
particular field of a record in a relational database. 
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1 1 . Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hanes in view of Vora and further in view of Sanada et al (or 
hereinafter "Sanada") (US 6484245) and further ire view of Dekoning (US 
6671776). 

As to claim 25, Hanes and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 20, except the claimed limitation "wherein said storage controller 
is replaceable by a second controller upon separation from said command 
execution device". DeKoning teaches each RAID controller in the data storage 
system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers or other low end RAID 
controllers (col. 4, lines 17-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers to Hanes's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

As to claim 26, Hanes and Sanada disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 20, except the claimed limitation "wherein said second storage 
controller is different than said storage controller". DeKoning teaches each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers (col. 4, lines 17-20). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply DeKoning teaching of each RAID 
controller in the data storage system may be replaced with PCI RAID controllers 
or other low end RAID controllers to Hanes's system and Sanada's system in 
order to transmit or execute command when one controller fail, a host system 
may still access the drive through the remaining controller. 

13. Claims 6 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hanes in view of Vora and further in view of Sanada et al (or 
hereinafter "Sanada") (US 6484245) and Dekoning and Matsumoto et al (or 
hereinafter "Matsumoto") (US 5720028). 

As to claim 6, Hanes does not explicitly teach "upon replacement of said 
storage controller by said second storage controller, said second interface 
separably connects, said second storage controller and said command execution 
device". Matsumoto teaches the above claimed limitation in (col. 25, lines 30; 
45-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply Matsumoto's teaching of replacing a 
storage controller by another storage controller to Hanes's system in order to 
improve reliability by using multiple storage controllers (col. 1, lines 55-67). 

Claim 27 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 6. 
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1 4. Claims 6 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vora in view of Sanada et al (or hereinafter "Sanada") (US 
6484245) and Dekoning and Matsumoto et al (or hereinafter "Matsumoto") (US 
5720028). 

As to claim 6, Vora does not explicitly teach "upon replacement of said 
storage controller by said second storage controller, said second interface 
separably connects, said second storage controller and said command execution 
device". Matsumoto teaches the above claimed limitation in (col. 25, lines 30; 
45-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to apply Matsumoto's teaching of replacing a 
storage controller by another storage controller to Vora's system in order to 
improve reliability by using multiple storage controllers (col. 1, lines 55-67). 

Claim 27 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 6. 
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